ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION
Christina had worked diligently on a research paper for her eighth grade language arts class. She spent a couple hours each night working to synthesize information and cite evidence correctly, and was fairly confident she would receive an A or at least a B+ on the paper. However, when her teacher handed back the paper, it was covered with red ink and indecipherable comments. On the bottom of the paper, Christina saw C-and was devastated. Later, students were offered the opportunity to improve the grade received by revising the papers based on the corrections marked. Christina could not imagine having to trudge through the sea of red to rewrite the paper, because the process was painful enough the first time.
This scenario occurs frequently in today's English language arts classrooms, as students' writing assignments are returned covered with red ink and teacher feedback; students are told to rewrite the paper based on the suggested corrections. However, after a paper has been marked and graded, students often struggle to make revisions based on teacher identified errors. In some cases,
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the real context of writing, and Huang (2015) agrees.
Huang suggests that, teaching revision strategies combined with teacher feedback is more effective for student growth in both writing as well as in revision.
Another critical aspect of this issue is the increased difficulty of writing and revision for students with home languages that do not closely resemble academic language.
Students with diverse home languages will typically have more obstacles and greater barriers to the writing and revision process, because of variations in grammar patterns, limited knowledge of, and access to, a broad academic lexicon, and the ability to effectively codeswitch between academic and home languages (Zwiers, 2007) . Therefore, linguistic diversity is an essential consideration.
There are many reasons current strategies that teachers use, such as the scenario described, do not fully help students become effective and independent at revising to make meaningful changes to their texts. Feedback is good, but without providing specific strategies for appropriate correction, teachers tends to reinforce revision as punitive while also framing revision as the correction of surface-level errors such as mechanics when revision should, realistically, include both surface-level and global changes (Bamberg, 2012; Lindemann, 2001; Sommers, 1980) . The real question becomes, how can teachers modify teaching strategies to reshape students' perceptions of revising while also making students more effective and independent revisers? This research analysis focuses on answering this question by first examining the literature on how the misconceptions about revision were shaped and reinforced and then by examining research-based strategies that help to reframe students' perceptions of revision while shaping them into independent, effective revisers.
Literature Review
To fully understand revision in its current form, it is important to briefly explore revision from a historical perspective. In language, revision has origins in the practice of classical Ancient Greek rhetoric, and many early cultures focused on spoken rather than written language (Lindemann, 2001, p. 45) . In his teachings on rhetoric, Aristotle focused on the importance of invention rather than revision. Aristotle acknowledged that polishing sentences and shifting the arrangement of words and sentence order could make discourse more effective, but as Sommers (1980) points out, in speech, revision is almost impossible (Bamberg, 2012, p. 80) . Therefore, classical rhetoricians usually did not place emphasis on revision. If revision was addressed, it was at the sentence or word-level, thus began the narrow view of revision as surface-level correction (Bamberg, 2012; Sommers, 1980) . Ancient rhetorician, Quintilian, was one of the first teachers to directly emphasize grammar in both writing and speech to his rhetoric students. Quintilian taught his students, "rules for proper word order, agreement, and word choice…" (Lindemann, 2001 , p. 44). After students mastered grammar, they were able to begin learning the art of effective rhetoric, both written and spoken. Quintilian's practice of having students master grammar before they learned to write or speak well, is still reflected in many modern classrooms and contributes to the idea of revision as editing grammar and errors in mechanic (Lindemann, 2001; Bamberg, 2012) . grade students and found that, many of the students in the study were directed to rewrite papers that were marked for grammatical errors. Similarly, Monahan (1984) found that, almost 80 percent of teachers in his study had students rewrite second drafts grounded in a grammar-based checklist. In that study on differences in revisions between expert and student writers, Nancy Sommers (1980) said, "… it is not that students are unwilling to revise, but they do what they have been taught to do…" (p. 103).
Not only did early research indicate that teachers were mainly focused on correcting grammatical errors during revision, but it also indicated that this focus was directly reflected in the revision behaviors of students. Sommer's (1980) study found that, expert writers seek to create meaning when they are revising while more novice writing students take a thesaurus approach to revising. 
RESEARCH PAPERS 2. Analysis and Discussion
Although revision is now taught as an integral part of the writing process, students continue to view revision as punitive error correction (Bamberg, 2012; Lindemann, 2001 ). In order to change this view, educators must first refrain from certain assumptions about the way revision is taught. Beach (1976) found that the majority of students'
perceptions on revision were a direct reflection of what students were taught about how to revise. Sommers (1980) observed that, student writers lacked specific strategies to Therefore, students will need practice and feedback applying revising strategies and will likely struggle to make global revisions consistently until skills are fully internalized (Myhill and Jones, 2007 ).
In addition to modeling, students also need explicit strategies that help them revise writing for meaning. Often, students realize that something is off in their writing, but lack the know-how to identify and correct errors; likely, this is as, "These paragraphs don't make sense," will only leave students feeling more lost and less motivated to revise (Huang, 2015; Murray, 1985) . 
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Kentucky high school teacher, used wik is for the students in half of his class, while the other students were instructed to write papers the traditional way. Gibbons found that the students, who were able to make revisions on the wiki, made more substantial revisions and that these revisions were more concentrated on content changes versus grammatical changes. Similarly, in a study of writing in a service-learning college course, Maloy, Edwards, and
Evans also cite the use of wik is as an effective tool in increasing both revision quality and audience perception 
Conclusion
When educators reflect on practice, many have been culpable in framing revision as an editing activity instead of a meaning-making activity. Revision and editing are two separate processes and that too often are rolled into one category and placed at the end of the writing process.
However, teaching writing is much more complex than simply teaching writing as steps one, two, and three.
As experienced educators can attest, teaching writing is difficult, and perhaps one of the most difficult tasks for students in the writing process is revision. Analysis of extensive research demonstrates under current models, when students make revisions they believe this aspect of writing "doesn't matter" because when revisions are made, Communicating this notion and implementing effective teaching strategies that support students' internalized development of revision that supports meaning-making is essential.
While comprehensive research offers no single definitive answer on how to improve student revision practices, it does provide insights into why students view revision negatively and what strategies teachers can use to change this view. This research clearly demonstrates the importance of using a combination of both direct instruction, teacher feedback with dialogue, and studentcentered learning activities to promote effective revision practices.
